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Initiated by the Task Force on School Leadership (2016), there has been an on-going interest to 
study and analyze school leadership development in Maine school districts. As part of this effort 
to better understand current leadership development strategies, as well as to inform future policy 
decisions, the Maine Education Policy Research Institute (MEPRI) contracted with the Joint 
Standing Committee on Education and Cultural Affairs of the Maine State Legislature to conduct 
a research study of policies and practices supporting the development of school leaders including 
new principals and teacher leaders in Maine schools. To investigate this topic, the authors 
conducted a statewide survey of district and school administrative leaders in fall 2016. This 
report builds on the earlier work of the Task Force on School Leadership, and also offers new 
insights on the importance of how PK-20 education in Maine might better develop future leaders. 
 
Context 
Numerous reports have cited the “pipeline” problem for recruiting and retaining qualified and 
experienced school principals. Different factors have contributed to this phenomenon in recent 
years. Changing demographics has resulted in an older workforce generally as well as in 
education leadership positions. As administrators retire, there are fewer experienced educators to 
fill these positions. The conditions of PK-12 education have also changed with increasing 
accountability demands and public scrutiny of school performance. School leadership roles have 
expanded and the work has become more complex. Engaging teachers in leadership and 
administrative work within schools is an idea that has traction for managing the work of school 
improvement. The importance of effective leadership in schools has been correlated with 
improved teaching practices and student outcomes. 
 
Methodology 
In order to understand the various strategies used in Maine schools to develop new school 
leadership, specifically new principals and teacher leaders, the research team developed four 
research questions that informed this study: 
 
 
 What strategies and practices have Maine school districts and schools implemented to 
encourage increased teacher participation in school leadership? 
 What strategies exist for tapping teachers for future administration roles? 
 What supports and supervision are used and/or needed to support the development of 
future school administrators and teacher leaders more broadly? 
 What opportunities exist for teacher leadership tasks/roles for educators who choose not 
to pursue administration? 
 
To answer these questions, an online statewide survey of district administrative leaders and 
school administrative leaders was conducted in the fall of 2016. The survey was anonymous to 
ensure confidentiality and the protection of individual identities of participants. To ensure the 
survey measured important aspects of leadership development based on the feedback of 
practitioners, the research team worked collaboratively with staff members from both the Maine 
Principals’ Association as well as the Maine School Management Association in developing the 
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survey content. The survey questions included 27 Likert-scaled items asking participants to rate 
their level of agreement with various statements and five open-ended questions that allowed for 
participants to share their views through more expansive comments. 
 
Working with the Maine School Management Association and the Maine Principals’ 
Association, the survey was disseminated to 178 superintendents and assistant superintendents, 
as well as 707 principals and assistant principals, using the current email lists maintained by the 
two professional associations. A total of 69 of the 178 superintendents and assistant 
superintendents completed the survey for a response rate of 39% for central office 
administrators. Additionally, 227 of the 707 principals and assistant principals completed the 
survey for a response rate of 32% for building administrators. The five open-ended response 
items produced a total of 209 written comments that were analyzed qualitatively. The data were 
coded using an axial coding process and analyzed into themes and subthemes. 
 
Summary of Findings 
As with most survey studies, it is important to note the findings from this report cannot be 
generalized to the entire population. That said, the responses do provide interesting information 
regarding leadership development across Maine school districts currently. Highlights of the 
major survey data findings include: 
 
Teacher Leadership Development Strategies to Reduce Administrative Workload Vary 
 Teachers are typically encouraged to engage in leadership based on principal and 
superintendent observations during teacher-led collaboration and shared leadership 
structures. A majority of teacher leaders are used to lead building-level and district-level 
leadership teams, specifically around issues of curriculum implementation (professional 
learning community leaders), ongoing professional development and practical 
implementation (response to intervention, positive behavioral interventions and supports, 
etc.), and standing committee work. To accomplish these different strategies requires 
stipends and additional funding. 
 However, regarding the use of teacher leaders (professional learning team leaders, 
department chairs, new teacher mentors) to help reduce the managerial burdens of 
administrators, there are mixed results, as 51% of superintendents and assistant 
superintendents and 45% of principals and assistant principals disagree that the current 
use of teacher leaders reduces managerial burdens of administrators. 
 Administrators commented on the lack of ability to use teacher leaders in administrative 
roles due to constrictions in collective bargaining agreements. 
 
Disconnect in Understanding Support Structures Needed to Develop Future School 
Leaders 
 Superintendents and principals throughout the State of Maine expressed the need for 
greater funding and release time to develop teacher leaders and future school 
administrators. With these supports, current administrators would be able to pay for 
leadership training, including seminars and university-based training to further develop 
leaders. Some obstacles may need to be addressed to more actively involve teacher 
leaders in administrative work. For example, few districts provide teachers the 
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opportunity to try out administrative work or positions and return to the classroom if 
administration is not a good fit. 
o Additionally, superintendents and assistant superintendents are almost twice as 
positive about the leadership development their school districts provide as 
compared to principals and assistant principals. 
o Moreover, educational leaders throughout the state feel state policymakers lack an 
understanding of the importance of supporting school leader development. Almost 
4 out of 5 administrators (82% of superintendents and assistant superintendents 
and 78% of principals and assistant principals) disagree that state policymakers 
understand the importance of school leader development. 
 
Perceptions of Mentoring Support for School Leaders Differ 
 Superintendents and principals throughout Maine understand the importance of 
mentoring and training opportunities for leadership development of beginning principals, 
which is accomplished through regular in-district meetings and the Maine Principals’ 
Association (MPA) mentoring workshops. 
o However, principals serving smaller schools (250 or fewer students) were less 
positive than principals in larger schools about strategies and practices to 
encourage school leadership, support and supervision needed to develop 
leadership, and teacher leader opportunities. 
o Additionally, superintendents serving smaller school districts (750 or fewer 
students) were less positive than superintendents in larger school districts about 
support and supervision needed to develop leadership and teacher leader 
opportunities. 
 
Conclusions and Implications 
 District and school leaders are using a variety of ways to engage teachers in some 
aspects of school leadership, but the roles seem fairly focused on providing shared 
leadership regarding curriculum and instruction, and the survey did not uncover many 
innovative strategies to engage teachers further in administrative work. 
o Teacher leaders are predominately used to help address issues of curriculum and 
instruction, and as such could be used to a greater capacity in peer observations to 
decrease administrative burdens caused by new PE/PG requirements. 
 Almost a quarter of all surveyed principals and superintendents commented they 
currently have no specific strategies to encourage teachers to reduce administrative 
workload. 
o Teacher leaders could be more engaged in the supervision of their peers for both 
professional growth and evaluation, which may require some revision of the state 
or district PE/PG policy, as well as additional training for teachers to standardize 
the feedback process. 
o There are fiscal constrictions to consider due to collective bargaining agreements 
on the additional responsibilities that can be assigned to teacher leaders, as well as 
how teacher leader mentoring programs are supported. 
 District leaders and school leaders largely disagreed about the extent to which new 
leaders are supported, mentored, and trained in their respective districts, with school 
principals expressing less positive views than superintendents. 
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o There is a great opportunity for Maine policymakers, practitioners, and 
researchers to collaborate and influence educational policy development that will 
provide structures and supports to develop future educational leaders in Maine. 
o The development of a ‘no harm clause’ to allow teachers to become an 
administrator on a probationary level, and to return to the classroom if the 
professional move was not appropriate, could be a shift in policy that could help 
encourage leadership development and be studied over time. 
o School districts and university-based leadership programs could be incentivized to 
work more closely to evaluate and develop leadership development efforts in 
Maine that could contribute to leadership pipeline programs. 
 Smaller schools (< 251 students) and school districts (< 751 students) have statistically 
significant different perceptual needs regarding teacher leader opportunities, suggesting a 
need to differentiate teacher leadership and beginning administrator support structures 
compared to larger schools and school districts who benefit from economies of scale. 
o When considering the proposed regionalization and efficiency efforts supported 
by the Maine Department of Education, metropolitan hubs in Maine (Portland, 
Augusta, and Bangor) should take into account the creation of online 
professional network development, as well as addressing issues of rurality that 
relate to a majority of Maine school districts and school buildings. 
 
Recommendations 
 Provide funding for school leadership and development, particularly as it relates to 
collaborative regional efforts that provide evidence-based training and mentoring aligned 
with professional standards for new school leaders 
 Provide targeted state funding to districts that supports the development of innovative 
approaches to a) supporting the development of new school leaders or b) encouraging 
teachers to learn about and gain experience in school administration and leadership 
 Increase and improve leadership development opportunities by capitalizing on the 
expertise of teacher leaders by engaging them more in evaluation of their peers for both 
feedback for professional growth and evaluation, which may require some revision of the 
state or district PE/PG policy, as well as additional training for teachers to standardize the 
feedback process 
 Incentivize collaborative efforts between school districts and university-based leadership 
preparation programs to collaborate more closely in leadership development efforts 
 Provide guidance on policy that would allow a ‘no harm clause’ that would contractually 
allow teachers to develop into future administrators but return to the classroom within 
one year if the professional move was not appropriate 
 Align efforts of policymakers, practitioners, and researchers to develop a strategic 
educational plan that builds on the Task Force recommendations, as well as this study, to 
provide synergy to efforts that will increase the ability for Maine to have a strong 
education system moving into the 21st century 
 Conduct studies to a) review national literature on best practices and innovative strategies 
for supporting leadership development and addressing challenges related to the principal 
“pipeline”, with a particular focus on effective strategies used in rural states and b) study 
the disparities in district funding and staffing for school administrative leadership 




Initiated by the state Task Force on School Leadership (2016), there has been an on- 
going interest to study and analyze school leadership development in Maine school districts. As 
part of this effort to better understand current leadership development strategies, as well as to 
inform future policy decisions, the Maine Education Policy Research Institute (MEPRI) 
contracted with the Joint Standing Committee on Education and Cultural Affairs of the Maine 
State Legislature to conduct a research study of policies and practices supporting leadership 
development in Maine schools. To investigate this topic, the authors conducted a statewide 
survey of district and school administrative leaders in fall 2016. This report builds on the earlier 
work of the Task Force on School Leadership, and also offers new insights on the importance of 
how PK-20 education in Maine might better develop future leaders. 
Context 
 
National, state, and research reports have described a “pipeline” problem for recruiting 
and retaining qualified and experienced school principals (Davis et al, 2005; Institute of 
Educational Leadership, 2000; Malone & Caddell, 2000; Task Force on School Leadership, 
2016). In response to this challenge, the Wallace Foundation launched their “Principal Pipeline 
Initiative” in 2011 and sponsored work in six large urban districts to implement policies and 
practices to improve the development of novice principals (Wallace Foundation, 2011). Research 
and evaluation of the Wallace project and other initiatives have produced some new insights 
about effective strategies to improve the development of school principals (CCSSO, 2016; 
Myung et al, 2011; Shelton & Welu, 2014; Turnbull et al, 2016; Wallace Foundation, 2016). 
 
There are many factors that have contributed to the difficulty of attracting and retaining 
excellent educators to the principalship. One factor that has been cited nationally and in Maine is 
the demographic trend of an aging population and older workforce which includes teachers and 
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PK-12 school and district administrators (Colgan, 2006; NAESP, 2008), although national data 
suggest the average age of public school principals began to decrease by 2007 (Hill et al, 2016). 
As “baby boomers” age and retire in increasing numbers, higher numbers of job vacancies are 
created and fewer experienced educators remain to fill the gap. National data confirm a decline 
in the average number of years of experience for public school principals from 10 years in 1987 
to 7.2 years by 2011 (Hill et al, 2016), and high turnover in the principalship for public schools 
(Goldring & Taie, 2014). A study of Maine principals in 2011 found that about a third of Maine 
schools have leadership turnover every two years (Donaldson & Marnik, 2012), and data for the 
2014-15 school year indicated that a significant portion of Maine school principals (25%-40% 
depending on grade span) are just in their first or second year in that position (Task Force on 
School Leadership, 2016). The combination of high turnover and inexperience in school 
leadership does not bode well for school improvement efforts and instructional leadership needs. 
Another challenge for recruitment and retention of principals is the changing nature of 
school administrative work in recent years which has made this career path less attractive. 
Several factors have shaped perceptions about administrative roles. For example, increased state 
and federal accountability and reporting requirements in recent decades have contributed to 
higher administrative workload for school and district leaders (Malone & Caddell, 2000; 
NAESP, 2008). At the same time, there has been an expectation for school leaders to shift away 
from a focus on building and personnel management to more focus on instructional leadership to 
support schoolwide improvement efforts, teacher supervision and support (DiPaola & 
Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon, 2014; Malone & Caddell, 2000; 
Mette, Range, Anderson, Hvidston, & Nieuwenhuizen, 2015). While the potential for 
instructional leadership may make the principalship more attractive, the reality of increased 
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accountability demands has produced longer work days and increased administrative workload 
which may deter potential leaders (DiPaola & Tschannan-Moran, 2003; Donaldson & Marnik, 
2012; Malone & Caddell, 2000; NAESP, 2008). As the role of school principals has expanded 
and increased in complexity, support has increased for expanded leadership roles for teachers 
and distributed leadership structures within schools (Copland, 2003; Dikkers & Kelley, 2016; 
Tian, Risku, & Collin, 2016). Teacher leaders may be an under-utilized resource in schools for 
sharing and managing the increased administrative work and other leadership needs in schools, 
but would need additional training, mentoring and career pathways to move into this sphere of 
work (Derrington, 2016; Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009; Task Force on School Leadership, 2016). 
However, there is an inherent disincentive for school and district leaders to groom teachers for 
administrative roles, as this may remove highly effective teachers from the classroom where they 
have the most direct impact on student learning and may also encourage teacher leaders to seek 
administrative jobs in other districts. While larger schools and districts may be able to weather 
these disruptions, smaller schools and districts may be more negatively impacted by these 
personnel changes. 
Finally, public opinion and reports that critique the status of education are another 
important factor shaping perceptions about educational leaders and may deter some educators 
from pursuing leadership roles (Beam, Claxton, & Smith, 2016; Malone & Caddell, 2000). The 
importance of effective school leadership to guide practice and improvement in schools is often 
lost in the rhetoric around PK-12 education which more often blames educators and 
administrators for stagnant student outcomes. Yet, consistently, research studies and national 
reports have cited empirical evidence linking strong and effective instructional leadership with 
improved teaching practices and student outcomes (Brian et al, 2013; Leitwood et al, 2004). 
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Impetus for this Report 
 
The 127th Maine State Legislature passed a Resolve (S.P.368 - L.D. 1042) in 2015 to 
create a Task Force on School Leadership to examine the issues related to developing and 
supporting effective school leadership in Maine. The 17 member task force included experts on 
school leadership and professionals in school and district leadership positions. The findings and 
recommendations focused on several areas including: the preparation of school leaders, induction 
and mentoring programs, on-going professional development, and retention (Task Force on 
School Leadership, 2016). Following the work of the Task Force, the Joint Standing Committee 
on Education and Cultural Affairs of the Maine State Legislature charged MEPRI with the task 
of studying current district and school policies and practices in Maine to support the 
 
development of school leadership—both newly hired principals and teacher leaders. Specifically, 
MEPRI was asked to identify innovative strategies that encourage teachers to consider school 
administrative roles and careers. Findings from the survey study conducted by MEPRI are 
presented in the following section. 
Methodology 
 
In order to understand the various strategies used in Maine schools to develop new school 
leadership, specifically new principals and teacher leaders, the research team developed four 
research questions that informed this study: 
 What strategies and practices have Maine school districts and schools implemented to 
encourage increased teacher participation in school leadership? 
 What strategies exist for tapping teachers for future administration roles? 
 
 What supports and supervision are used and/or needed to support the development of 
future school administrators and teacher leaders more broadly? 
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 What opportunities exist for teacher leadership tasks/roles for educators who choose not 
to pursue administration? 
To answer these questions, an online statewide survey of district administrative leaders 
and school administrative leaders was conducted in the fall of 2016. The survey was anonymous 
to ensure confidentiality and the protection of individual identities of participants. To ensure the 
survey measured important aspects of leadership development based on the feedback of 
practitioners, the research team worked collaboratively with staff members from both the Maine 
Principals’ Association as well as the Maine School Management Association in developing the 
survey content. Through several rounds of editing, two versions of the survey were created, one 
which was sent to principals/assistant principals and the other which was sent to 
superintendents/assistant superintendents. 
The survey contained a total of 32 questions that were identical but altered wording to 
allow for comparison of respective leadership perspectives (e.g. “Aspiring administrators within 
my building have opportunities…” for principals, and “Aspiring administrators within my 
district have opportunities…” for superintendents). The format of the survey items allowed for 
both quantitative and qualitative research methodologies. The survey included 27 Likert-scaled 
items asking participants to rate their level of agreement with various statements about 
leadership development, which produced quantitative results. In addition, the survey also 
included five open-ended questions that allowed for participants to share their views through 
more expansive comments about current practices and suggestions for increasing support for 
leadership development in Maine schools. 
Working with the Maine School Management Association and the Maine Principals’ 
 
Association, the survey was disseminated to 178 superintendents and assistant superintendents, 
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as well as 707 principals and assistant principals, using the current email lists maintained by the 
two professional associations. A total of 69 of the 178 superintendents and assistant 
superintendents completed the survey for a response rate of 39% for central office 
administrators. Additionally, 227 of the 707 principals and assistant principals completed the 
survey for a response rate of 32% for building administrators. 
To establish internal reliability of the survey, a Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was 
calculated on all items and was 0.91. Additionally, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients were 
calculated on the three subscales which included: strategies and practices to encourage school 
leadership (0.77); support and supervision needed to develop leadership (0.94); and teacher 
leader opportunities (0.79). The scaled items were analyzed by comparing the response 
frequencies of district and school leaders’ response, allowing the reader to identify similar and 
divergent views. Appendix A provides full results for the scaled items for the superintendent 
survey, and Appendix B provides full results for the scaled items for the principal survey. 
For the five open-ended questions, a total of 161 of the 227 (71%) participating principals 
and assistant principals and 48 of the 69 (70%) participating superintendents and assistant 
superintendents provided a written response. These five questions produced a total of 209 written 





While the broad purpose of this study was to investigate practices for supporting school 
leadership development generally, an important aspect of this was to learn more about specific 
strategies that district and school leaders employ to encourage Maine teachers to take on 
administrative roles or tasks, and to identify particularly innovative practices. Reasons for 
engaging teachers in administrative work in schools include: 1) expanding the leadership and 
professional growth opportunities for teachers, 2) developing prospective future school 
principals and assistant principals, and 3) sharing the administrative workload of principals given 
the climate of increased accountability demands for schools. To help understand the themes that 
emerged from the survey results, we first present findings from the scaled items (identified as 
quantitative findings) and then discuss findings from the comments responding to open-ended 
items (identified as qualitative findings). Results from the survey are organized into three broad 
findings. 




The survey included questions to understand 1) educational leaders’ views about teacher 
leadership in general, and 2) the current practices and strategies to support teacher leader 
development. In this section, the quantitative data will be discussed first, which includes 
attitudinal information about teacher leaders. The qualitative data will be discussed second, 
which includes descriptions of current practices and strategies being implemented across Maine 
school districts to develop teacher leaders. 
Quantitative data. The survey data identified three scaled items which positively reflect 
the use of teacher leadership in Maine school districts. First, when asked if teacher leaders 
(henceforth defined as professional learning community leaders, school leadership team 
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members, department chairs, teacher team leaders, and new teacher mentors, etc.) are an 
important part of school leadership in school buildings and districts, overwhelmingly principals 
and superintendents were positive about the role of teacher leaders. For both principals and 
superintendents, over 95% agreed or strongly agreed with the statement. Second, when asked if 
teacher leaders help address the curricular needs of a school building or district, administrators 
once again noted the importance of teacher leaders as 94% of principals and 96% of 
superintendents agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. Third, when asked if teacher 
leaders help address the instructional coaching needs of a school building or district, 71% of 
principals and 78% superintendents agreed or strongly agreed. Table 1, Table 2, and Table 3 
present the results of these survey items, respectively, which acknowledges the importance of 
aspects of teacher leadership, particularly around issues of curriculum and instruction, based on 










Principals and Assistant Principals (n=229) 217 95% 












Principals and Assistant Principals (n=228) 214 94% 
Superintendents and Assistant Superintendents (n=69) 66 96% 
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Principals and Assistant Principals (n=227) 161 71% 




However, the survey results also signaled disagreement about the use of teacher 
leadership, particularly the extent to which teacher leaders can help to reduce the managerial 
work of administrators. When asked if teacher leaders help address the evaluation needs of 
school buildings and districts, principals were less positive than superintendents. Just 59% of 
principals agreed or strongly agreed with this statement, while 76% of superintendents agreed or 
strongly agreed with the statement. Table 4 presents the results of this survey item, which might 
be related to the relative increase in educator evaluation responsibilities for principals in light of 
new Performance Evaluation and Professional Growth (PE/PG) requirements. In the on-going 
research MEPRI has conducted to monitor implementation of educator evaluation systems in 
Maine, researchers have learned that principals have generally shouldered the workload of 
evaluating teachers (Mette & Fairman, 2016). When asked if overall teacher leaders helped 
reduce the managerial burdens of administrators, just 55% of principals and 49% of 
superintendents indicated they agreed or strongly agreed with the statement. Table 5 presents the 
results of this survey item. 
 






Principals and Assistant Principals (n=227) 134 59% 
Superintendents and Assistant Superintendents (n=69) 53 76% 
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Principals and Assistant Principals (n=227) 125 55% 
Superintendents and Assistant Superintendents (n=69) 34 49% 
 
Qualitative data. While the scaled items related to teacher leadership focused more on 
administrator views of teacher leadership, the open-ended survey items focused more on the 
practices and strategies used to support teacher leadership and leadership development. The 
analysis of two open-ended survey questions, What strategies and practices are you currently 
implementing in your school building/school district to identify teachers for leadership 
development? and, What strategies and practices are you currently implementing in your school 
building/school district to encourage teachers to take on school-wide administration 
responsibilities that might reduce the workload of a principal? support the individual survey 
items identified in the section above. With regards to the strategies and practices to encourage 
teachers to take on school-wide administration responsibilities that might reduce managerial 
burdens, three main themes emerged from the coding of the open-ended items regarding the 
practices and strategies listed by educational leaders. 
 Teacher leaders support committee work and legitimize aspects of shared 
leadership. First, 16% of principals (26 of 161) and 33% of superintendents (16 of 48) 
use teacher leaders to support committee work and legitimize aspects of shared 
leadership. These positions typically come with a stipend to support the work, which 
requires financial support that not all districts are able to provide. Examples of these 
kinds of committee work typically focus on school-wide or district-wide initiatives and 
 
include PE/PG committees, proficiency-based learning (PBL) committees, and positive 
behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS) committees. As a result, committee work of 
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this nature allows principals and superintendents to create shared leadership structures 
that give voice to teachers as school improvement initiatives are introduced and put into 
practice. 
 Teacher leaders support instructional leadership roles. Second, 23% of principals (37 
of 161) and 23% of superintendents (11 of 48) reported the use of teacher leaders to 
support instructional leadership roles, which are teacher driven but require someone to 
guide the process. These types of teacher leadership positions include but are not limited 
to professional learning committees (PLC), response to intervention (RTI) leader, student 
assistant team (SAT) leader, or grade-level/department head leadership positions. A 
majority of these leadership positions focus around issues of curriculum and instruction, 
 
mostly around teachers helping other teachers improve on their own instruction. Some of 
 
these leadership positions target the peer observation component of a PE/PG system, but 
not the evaluation of other teachers. 
 No specific strategies to encourage teachers to reduce administrative workload. A 
remarkably high percent, 22% of principals (35 of 161) and 23% of superintendents (11 
of 48) reported that there are no specific strategies to encourage teachers to take on 
school-wide administrative responsibilities. Respondents cited a variety of reasons as to 
 
why teachers are not encouraged to take on leadership positions including: restrictions in 
 
collective bargaining agreements, lack of financial compensation, and size and 
 
composition of smaller school buildings or districts. Additionally, many administrators 
 
point to the fact that teachers are already overworked, and that their focus should be on 
instruction as opposed to “administrivia.” A few respondents indicated that they 
sometimes informally encourage individual teachers who might be interested in 
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administrative career paths, by talking with them or suggesting advanced coursework 
they might pursue. 
Finding #2: Disconnect in Understanding Support Structures Needed to Develop Future 
School Leaders 
 
In this section, the quantitative data will be discussed first. These data include attitudinal 
information about structures needed to develop future Maine leaders. The qualitative data will be 
discussed second, which includes descriptions of the need for additional resources and 
restructuring of certain policies to support school leadership development in Maine. 
Quantitative data. The survey data identified multiple items where the data suggest a 
disconnect in understanding the support structures that are needed to develop future Maine 
leaders, specifically in managing the growing workload of school leaders and the mentoring 
required to support high quality human development. Additionally, school and district leaders 
perceive a lack of state-level understanding about what supports are needed to develop future 
school leaders in Maine. When asked if state policymakers understand the importance of 
supporting leader development, almost 4 out of 5 school leaders (78% of principals and assistant 
principals and 82% of superintendents and assistant superintendents) disagree that state 
policymakers understand the importance of school leader development. Table 6 presents the 
results of this survey item. As a result, it appears there may be an opportunity to better connect 
policy and practice for Maine educational leader development. 
 
Table 6. State policymakers understand the importance of supporting school leader development 
 




Principals and Assistant Principals (n=253) 198 78% 
Superintendents and Assistant Superintendents (n=76) 62 82% 
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In addition, there are large discrepancies between superintendents and principals 
regarding the perception of support, supervision, and mentoring offered to develop newly hired 
administrators in Maine schools. These perceptions are important to note, namely when 
considering the development of teacher leaders who might contemplate moving into an 
administrative role but perceive a lack of adequate mentoring available for their own principal. 
When asked if newly hired building principals have adequate mentoring or one-on-one training 
from another administrator to be successful in the first few years as an administrator, 72% of 
superintendents agreed or strongly agreed, compared to only 42% of principals. This highlights 
an important difference in viewpoints, between the practitioners who perceive they are giving 
support and those who perceive they are or are not receiving adequate support. Table 7 presents 
the results of this survey item. 






Principals and Assistant Principals (n=232) 97 42% 




When asked more specific questions about the perception of support, supervision, and 
mentoring offered to develop newly hired administrators in Maine schools, further discrepancies 
arise. First, when asked if newly hired building principals are provided adequate mentoring to 
evaluate teachers, 84% of superintendents agreed or strongly agreed, compared to only 49% of 
principals. This is another area with an implication for PE/PG implementation, specifically 
principals feeling a lack of resources and personnel, as well as mentoring and training, to fulfill 
teacher evaluation requirements. Second, when asked if newly hired building principals are 
provided adequate mentoring to lead school improvement efforts, 69% of superintendents agreed 
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or strongly agreed, compared to only 39% of principals. Third, when asked if newly hired 
building principals are provided adequate mentoring to serve as a curriculum leader, 60% of 
superintendents agreed or strongly agreed, compared to only 34% of principals. All told, 
superintendents and assistant superintendents are almost twice as positive about the leadership 
development their districts provide as compared to the views of principals and assistant 
principals. Table 8, Table 9, and Table 10 present the results of these survey items, respectively, 
which suggest a gap in perceptions of principals and superintendents regarding the instructional 
leadership support offered to new school building administrators. While this will be discussed 
more in the conclusions section, these findings contrast with how teacher leaders are currently 
used in schools to support curriculum and instruction, which could suggest teacher leaders are 
not currently being groomed to move into administration, or they elect not to pursue 
administration. 
 







Principals and Assistant Principals (n=232) 113 49% 




Table 9. Adequate mentoring (one-on-one training) to lead school improvement efforts offered to 






Principals and Assistant Principals (n=231) 91 39% 
Superintendents and Assistant Superintendents (n=68) 47 69% 
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Table 10. Adequate mentoring (one-on-one training) to serve as a curriculum leader offered to 






Principals and Assistant Principals (n=227) 79 34% 




Qualitative data. The analysis of two open-ended survey questions, What supports 
would you like to implement in your school building/school district to better support teachers to 
take on leadership roles and receive formal training? and, What opportunities exist for teachers 
who decide not to pursue administrative careers, or who wish to return to a teaching position 
after trying administration? support the individual survey items identified in the section above. 
With regards to the disconnect in understanding support structures needed to develop future 
Maine educational leaders, two main themes emerged from the coding of the open-ended items. 
The analysis of open-ended survey items in this section focused on the need for additional 
resources and restructured policies to develop teacher leaders in Maine. 
 Need for greater funding and release time to develop teacher leaders and future 
administrators. First, 24% of principals (38 of 161) and 29% of superintendents (14 of 
48) reported on the need for greater funding and release time to develop teacher leaders 
 
and future administrators. Principals, specifically, commented on the need for more 
 
developed mentoring programs to help teachers learn to take on leadership roles, and with 
 
this added mentoring teacher leaders might be more prepared to take on administrative 
positions. This finding is clearly connected to the quantitative data results regarding the 
lack of mentoring for school leaders mentioned previously within this section. Examples 
of these financial supports needed to further develop teacher leaders and future 
 
administrators include the ability to pay for leadership training, professional development 
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seminars, and university-based training. Thus, additional resources, which could be 
 
provided by the state, would allow individual school districts to identify the types of 
support, structures, and supervision that would be best used to develop future leaders 
within their communities. 
 Lack of ‘no harm clause’ to allow teacher leaders to try administration. Second, 43% 
 
of principals (69 of 161) and 33% (16 of 48) of superintendents commented on the lack 
of ability to allow teachers who decided not to continue with administration to return to 
the classroom, highlighting the need to allow a ‘no harm clause’ to allow teachers the 
opportunity to pursue administrative careers and return to the classroom if it is not the 
right fit professionally. Thus, the findings indicate that very few districts provide the 
 
opportunity to return to the classroom if administration is not a good fit. One district 
 
mentioned an innovative strategy negotiating a memorandum of understanding (MOU) 
with the teachers’ association to allow for a teacher to move into an interim 
administrative position, whereby the teacher tries the administrative position while the 
district also sees how the teacher does in this position. The teacher is then allowed to 
return to teaching without loss of pay or step if the move was not conducive to both the 
district and the teacher. However, a large majority of administrators commented there are 
no set policies in their own districts and, perhaps more important, there are no safety nets 
to allow teachers to “try on administration,” likely leading to many teacher leaders 
deciding not to give up tenure or the prospect that they might be able to return to the 
classroom should the professional move not be a good fit. 
21 
Finding #3: Perceptions of Mentoring Support for School Leaders Differ 
 
In this section, the quantitative data will be discussed first. These data include inferential 
statistical analyses related to the areas explored by the survey, specifically as this relates to 
difference in enrollment size of schools and school districts. The qualitative findings will be 
discussed second, which includes the need to differentiate support for teacher leader 
development based on proximity to professional development as well as opportunities for in- 
house mentoring based on the size of the school or school district, as well as general access to a 
professional network. 
Quantitative data. The survey data identified two important findings related to 
perceived supports for school leaders. The first finding relates to discrepancies in views for 
school leaders of smaller schools (250 or fewer students) compared to leaders of larger schools 
(251 or more students). Regarding their perceptions of strategies and practices to encourage 
school leadership, support and supervision needed to develop leadership, and teacher leader 
opportunities, building administrators serving larger schools with 251 or more students are more 
positive about practices used for all three areas than building administrators serving smaller 
schools with 250 or fewer students. An independent t test revealed there was a statistically 
significant difference between principals serving 251 or more students and principals serving 250 
or less students in terms of teacher leader opportunities (p = 0.048). An alpha level of 0.05 was 
used to determine significance. Table 11 presents the results of this finding. 
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Strategies and practices to encourage school 
leadership 
1 to 250 71 2.95 0.352 
251 or more 115 3.01 0.388 
 
Support and supervision to develop leadership 
1 to 250 70 2.47 0.529 
251 or more 115 2.49 0.554 
 
Teacher leader opportunities* 
1 to 250 70 2.82 0.505 
251 or more 117 2.98 0.474 
Note: Scale ranges from 1=strong disagree to 4=strong agree; * indicates a significant difference at p=0.05 
 
The second finding relates to discrepancies in views for district leaders of smaller districts 
(750 or fewer students) compared to larger school districts (751 or more students). Regarding 
their perceptions of support and supervision needed to develop leadership, and teacher leader 
opportunities, central office administrators serving larger school districts with 751 or more 
students are more positive than building administrators serving smaller school districts with 750 
or less students on these two subscales. An independent t test revealed there was a statistically 
significant difference between superintendents serving 751 or more students and superintendents 
serving 750 or less students in terms of support and supervision to develop leadership (p = 0.05) 
and teacher leader opportunities (p = 0.03). An alpha level of 0.05 was used to determine 
significance. There is no difference regarding perceptions of strategies and practices to encourage 
school leadership. Table 12 presents the results of these findings. 
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Strategies and practices to encourage school 
leadership 
1 to 750 20 3.04 0.389 
751 or more 32 3.04 0.287 
 
Support and supervision to develop leadership* 
1 to 750 19 2.88 0.514 
751 or more 31 3.15 0.440 
 
Teacher leader opportunities* 
1 to 750 20 2.78 0.555 
751 or more 33 3.06 0.360 
Note: Scale ranges from 1=strong disagree to 4=strong agree; * indicates a significant difference at p=0.05 
 
Qualitative data. The analysis of the open-ended survey question, What kind of 
mentoring and other supports does your school district offer to beginning principals to ensure 
they are successful in their first few years as an administrator? adds additional details to the 
findings identified in the section above. Regarding the kind of mentoring and other supports 
school districts are able to offer to beginning principals, as well as providing teacher leader 
opportunities, two themes emerged from the coding of the open-ended items. The analysis of 
open-ended survey items in this section highlights findings that indicate support for leadership 
development exists both within and outside of school systems. However, many principals also 
feel there is a lack of mentoring available to ensure success in the transition to principal. 
 Beginning administrator supports exist, but district and building administrators 
 
disagree on the adequacy of these supports. Only 37% of principals (60 of 161) 
 
compared to 83% of superintendents (40 of 48) reported that mentoring and training 
 
opportunities for the development of beginning principals exist. Much of this work is 
 
accomplished through regular in-district meetings where the beginning principal receives 
direct support and feedback from the superintendent. Additionally, principals and 
superintendents commented on the use of the Maine Principals’ Association (MPA) 
24 
training and mentoring workshops, as well as a variety of informal professional 
development opportunities provided by a mentor administrator in-district. 
 Lack of specific strategy implementation to mentor beginning administrators. 
 
Second, and somewhat contradictory, 32% of principals (52 of 161) commented there are 
 
currently little to no formalized mentoring and support structures offered that help to  
 
develop them as leaders. Some principals and superintendents commented on the 
 
difficulties of providing support based on the size of their buildings and school districts. 
Another limiting factor is how isolated many districts are from a regional hub that would 
be able to provide this professional development and support, as administrators 
commented on the large amount of time (3-5 hours) it takes to drive to find in-person 
professional development targeting teacher leaders and beginning principals. 
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Conclusions and Implications 
 
Teacher leaders throughout Maine are clearly an important part of school leadership and 
help provide leadership around issues of curriculum and instruction in schools and districts 
throughout the state. Additionally, teacher leaders help provide shared leadership and legitimize 
administrative decisions by providing teacher input on school-wide and district-wide initiatives. 
That said, one conclusion of the study is there appear to be limitations on how teacher leaders are 
and can be used to reduce administrative workload. Challenges related to collective bargaining 
agreements, financial constrictions, and the small size of some school systems all contribute to 
the limited use of teacher leaders in current practice. Beyond the practice of engaging teachers in 
curricular and instructional work in schools, as most often reported by school and district leaders 
in this survey, there is the potential for greatly expanding the role of teacher leaders in sharing the 
managerial or administrative work of schools. As an example, one area that seems promising is 
greater use of teacher leaders in supporting PE/PG work through peer evaluation and professional 
development. Not only would this help alleviate some managerial burden for administrators, but 
it would also support the goal of teachers leading work to implement best practices to improve 
instruction. Some obstacles, as mentioned above, would need to be addressed to engage teacher 
leaders in new hybrid kinds of roles that include managerial or administrative work. 
A second conclusion that can be drawn from this study is the relative lack of continuity 
 
about how educational policy, practice, and research can work together to help drive school 
 
improvement efforts throughout the State of Maine. Not only is there perceptual disagreement 
about how to best support leadership development in Maine, but there is also disagreement about 
leadership development, mentoring, and support between district-level administrators and 
building-level administrators. In a small state like Maine, there is great opportunity for 
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policymakers, practitioners, and researchers to come together to drive meaningful change (see 
Figure 1). Based on the findings of this study, there is a need to analyze the financial support 
offered by the State of Maine to fund and develop teacher leaders and new principals in 
meaningful ways to help reduce administrative burdens. Additionally, developing a statewide 
‘no harm clause’ strategy to contractually allow and incentivize teachers to develop into future 
administrators, but return to the classroom within one year if the professional move was not 
appropriate, would increase the opportunity for Maine school districts to identify and develop 
future leaders within their systems. Further, incentivizing school districts and university-based 
leadership programs to collaborate more closely, and sponsoring the study and evaluation of 
leadership development in Maine, would support improved policy and practice to address the 
school leadership needs for the future of Maine. 




























A third conclusion that can be drawn from this study relates to the perceptual differences 
of school and district leaders based on school and district size or resources, proximity to 
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professional development opportunities, and access to a professional network of educational 
leaders in general. School administrators serving schools with 250 or fewer students have 
statistically significantly less positive perceptions about teacher leader opportunities than larger 
schools. Additionally, central office administrators serving school districts with 750 or fewer 
students have statistically significantly less positive perceptions about teacher leader 
opportunities and support and supervision to develop leadership than larger school districts. 
Additionally, while about 1/3 of principals (37%) reported appropriate mentoring and training 
support both in-district and through statewide efforts such as the MPA’s Great Beginnings 
program, an additional 1/3 (32%) of principals in this survey mentioned little or no mentoring 
supports to help them develop as leaders. Based on the findings of this study, there could be an 
opportunity to create regional hubs through the regionalization and efficiency efforts recently 
proposed by the Maine Department of Education, which would be vital to understand what works 
for leadership development in Maine based on regional and local needs. Establishing regional 
hubs in metropolitan areas of Maine, such as Portland, Augusta, and Bangor (see Figure 
2) could help address regional school improvement efforts and provide targeted professional 
development. For this to be successful, however, limiting factors that contribute to a lack of 
leadership mentoring should be taken into account, such as driving time, creation of an online 
professional network, and addressing issues of rurality as it relates to a majority of Maine school 
districts and school buildings. 
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The Task Force on School Leadership developed several recommendations in its final 
report (2016). Broadly, the recommendations proposed: increased funding for school leadership 
positions and development; improved preparation, induction, and mentoring of new school 
leaders; improved efforts to market school leadership as a career; reduced obstacles for 
prospective school leaders; and incentives for regional or collaborative efforts to support the 
development of new school leaders. Drawing on the recommendations of the Task Force, as well 
as the findings and conclusions from this study, the following recommendations are offered: 
Provide Funding for School Leadership and Leadership Development 
 Increase state funding and incentives for statewide, regional or collaborative efforts that 
provide evidence-based training and mentoring programs and professional networks 
aligned with professional standards for new school leaders 
 Provide targeted state funding to districts that supports the development of innovative 
approaches to a) supporting the development of new school leaders and/or b) encouraging 
teachers to learn about and gain experience in school administration and leadership 
Increase and Improve School Leadership Development Opportunities 
 
 Capitalize on the expertise of teacher leaders by engaging them more in evaluation of 
their peers for both feedback for professional growth and evaluation, which may require 
some revision of the state or district PE/PG policy, as well as additional training for 
teachers to standardize the feedback process 
 Incentivize collaborative efforts between school districts and university-based leadership 
preparation programs to collaborate more closely in leadership development efforts 
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 Provide guidance on policy that would allow a ‘no harm clause’ that would contractually 
allow teachers to develop into future administrators but return to the classroom within 
one year if the professional move did not work out 
Align Efforts of Policymakers, Practitioners, and Researchers to Develop Educational 
 
Policy on School Leadership 
 
 Develop a strategic education plan that builds on the Task Force recommendations, as 
well as this study, to provide synergy to efforts that will increase the ability for Maine to 
have a strong education system moving into the 21st century 
 Conduct a study to review national literature on best practices and innovative strategies 
for supporting leadership development and addressing challenges related to the principal 
“pipeline” and engaging teachers in school administrative leadership, with a particular 
focus on effective strategies used in rural states 
 Conduct a study of disparities in district funding and staffing for school administrative 
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